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The Post-Second World War Development of Area Studies                                                                         Contemporary area studies and the world regions that they have taken as objects of research are largely a post-Second World War phenomenon.  Prior to the Second World War internationally-oriented studies in US colleges and universities rarely went beyond European history.​[1]​  There is, however, some history of regionally based studies that occurred before the Second World War and employed some interdisciplinary procedures.  For example, the University of Texas had one of the first “area programs to be organized at any American university,” as its 1915 bulletin lists courses “for the study of Latin America.”​[2]​  After the First World War, Columbia College started a contemporary civilization course which, although focusing only on Western civilization, represented a new approach “demanding the interrelationship of several disciplines to a given world region.”​[3]​ In the late 1920s the Carnegie Institution of Washington studied Maya culture by employing specialists from different disciplines such as archaeology, biology, ethnology, history, geography, and other fields.​[4]​  In the late 1930s the Tarascan ethnic group of Mexico became the subject of interdisciplinary study, which reflected a growing research interest in Latin America.​[5]​  Consequently, Latin American training centers were created and the American Council of Learned Societies, National Research Council, and Social Science Research Council set up a Joint Committee on Latin American Studies.​[6]​  There were also some scholars with a special interest in “non-Western” areas such as South Asia and the Middle East who started to experiment with graduate programs, especially at the University of Pennsylvania, Yale and Princeton, combining different disciplines to make the study of particular areas “as comprehensive as the treatment accorded to Western civilization.”​[7]​  The outbreak of the Second World War underscored a sudden need to study other world areas and resulted in the establishment of area training programs conducted under military auspices and located at American universities.  These programs in turn served as “crude models” for postwar area studies in American universities.​[8]​ 									The Army Specialized Training Program (ASTP) was established in 1943 and eventually was installed in 227 universities and colleges.​[9]​  Part of the program that included foreign area and language study (abbreviated as ASTP-FAL) was installed in 55 institutions, and this particular curriculum had its highest enrollment of 13,185 in December 1943.​[10]​  Foreign area and language programs were developed to train enlisted servicemen for “the two great theaters of operation, Europe and the Far East.”​[11]​  Those programs, however, were of short duration and usually ran for several months.​[12]​  They often did not have enough resources as aids in teaching of area studies, including “the inadequacy of existing language libraries for socio-economic details of daily life at regional and local levels.”​[13]​  							Following the war, efforts to improve area research were made by various universities resulting in the emphasis on research rather than mass training.​[14]​  In the decade of the 1950’s, a more or less general pattern of development began to appear.  This involved the development of “new techniques for integrating the specialized knowledge from many fields” and the creation of Integrated Area Programs.​[15]​  In 1951, Wendell C. Bennett prepared his survey of Area Studies in American Universities for the Social Science Research Council, in which he was able to identify seven characteristics of integrated programs, i.e., “the criteria for separating programs from mere agglomerations of courses.”​[16]​  His seven criteria of integrated programs included the following attributes: “official university recognition and support of the program; adequate library resources for both teaching and research on the area; competent instruction in the principal languages of the area; offerings in at least five pertinent subjects in addition to language instructions; some specific mechanisms for integrating the area studies; an area research program;” and “emphasis on the contemporary aspects of the area.”​[17]​  Probably the most decisive characteristic of the emerging area study programs was their non-Western subject matter as they became almost exclusively associated with non-Western civilizations.  Bennett found 29 programs (that met his criteria) in operation at nineteen institutions.​[18]​  The leading areas included Far East (eight programs), Latin America (six programs), and Russia (five programs), with Latin America claiming the largest number of faculty specialists (142 area specialists), and Russia and Far East claiming the largest number of graduate students, with 246 and 205 students respectively.​[19]​  This was more than double the number of similar area programs identified by Robert B. Hall in 1947.​[20]​  												The outstanding development of the fifties and sixties was the considerable increase in the number of programs.  There were two main factors affecting the growth of area study programs, namely the expansion of the Cold War, which had a great impact on the development of Russian and East European studies, and the passage by the Congress of the “National Defense Education Act of 1958” (NDEA) (P.L. 85-864).​[21]​                                                                                       
National Defense Education Act of 1958 and the Rapid Growth of Area Programs    
The national need for greater linguistic competence was recognized by the Congress in the “National Defense Education Act of 1958” (NDEA) (P.L. 85-864), which was enacted to “strengthen the national defense and to encourage and assist in the expansion and improvement of educational programs to meet critical national needs.”​[22]​  Title VI of the NDEA provided for the establishment of “language and area centers” for instruction in critical languages, coupled with instruction in “other fields needed to provide a full understanding of the areas, regions, or countries” in which those languages are commonly used.​[23]​  Possible “other fields” included history, political science, linguistics, economics, sociology, geography, and anthropology.​[24]​  The matching funds authorized by the 1958 legislation greatly contributed to the impressive growth of language and area studies programs.								Area studies programs were experiencing a steady growth even before the enactment of the NDEA as reflected in the 1956 and 1959 Area Study Programs in American Universities reports prepared by the Department of State Office of Intelligence Research and Bureau of Intelligence and Research respectively.​[25]​  In the five years since Wendell C. Bennett published his survey of area studies in American universities, the number of formal area programs offered in American universities increased from 29 to 81.​[26]​  The leading areas included Far East (eighteen programs), Latin America (sixteen programs), and Russia (thirteen programs), and were concentrated in 40 institutions.​[27]​  There were eight institutions, including Columbia University and University of Minnesota that had more than three area programs; 23 institutions had only one area program; five institutions had two area programs (e.g., University of Hawaii), and four institutions had three area programs.​[28]​  The 1956 report was perhaps the first general inventory of area study programs that reflected the Cold War division of Europe into Western and Eastern Europe and the evolving East European studies.  Both areas received the same attention, with six area study programs devoted to Eastern Europe and six area programs concerned with Western Europe.​[29]​  The 1959 report compiled and published by the External Research Division of the Bureau of Intelligence and Research in the Department of State described 96 programs of graduate study of “foreign areas.”​[30]​  That represented a slight increase in area study programs since the publication of the 1956 report.  The 1959 report found that most area programs were composed of social science and language and literature courses.  Among the social sciences, history was the discipline with most course offerings in area study programs; anthropology was significant for programs on Africa, the Near East, Asia, and Latin America.​[31]​  The report stressed once again the significance of specialized library collections of non-English materials for an effective area program.  The report mentioned the enactment of the “National Defense Education Act of 1958” (NDEA) (P.L. 85-864) and anticipated the establishment of language and area centers for instruction in critical languages and the related areas.  		The rapid growth of area and language programs continued through the 1960s.  By 1962 there were 136 distinct programs offering degrees for foreign language and area studies.  Federal support made under Title VI of the “National Defense Education Act of 1958” (NDEA) (P.L. 85-864) greatly contributed to that expansion.​[32]​  The changed title of the 1962 directory (from Area Study Programs in American Universities into Language and Area Study Programs in American Universities) emphasized the significance of foreign language training in area study programs.  The leading areas included Asia (42 programs, including NDEA Language and Area Centers in Chinese, Japanese, Korean, Indonesian, Javanese, and Thai established at the University of Hawaii in 1960), Soviet Union and Eastern Europe (34 programs, including newly established Center for Russian Language and Area Studies at the University of Illinois), and Latin America (29 programs, including Center for Latin American Studies at the University of Illinois).​[33]​  The 1964 report entitled,  Language and Area Study Programs in American Universities, identified 153 programs in one or another of the following areas: Africa, Asia General, East Asia, South and Southeast Asia, Latin America, Near East, Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, and Western Europe.​[34]​  There were more programs for Asia than for any other geographic area; including Chinese and Japanese that remained the most frequently taught Asian languages.  The Asian programs were divided into three groups: Asia General, East Asia, and South and Southeast Asia.​[35]​  The directory listed major foundation grants awarded to language and area centers in the years 1957 to 1964.  In many cases the major foundations such as the Ford and Rockefeller Foundations and the Carnegie Corporation of New York were instrumental in the expansion of language and area studies and continued to provide sizeable funds for language training and area research dealing with non-Western cultures. 									 In the course of the 1970s, funding for area studies programs, and particularly for Soviet area studies, declined.  For example, the Ford Foundation’s allocation for Soviet area studies decreased from $47 million in 1966 to slightly more than $2 million in 1979.​[36]​  By the end of the 1970s, Russian and East European studies accounted for “a smaller share of the academic international studies than at any time since the 1930s.”​[37]​  While Russian and East European studies declined, Latin American, Middle Eastern, and African studies registered relative gains.​[38]​  Yet, the most dramatic change to Soviet and East European studies occurred in December 1991 when this field of scholarly inquiry disappeared along with the Soviet Union as a national entity and several successor states, including Russia, emerged from the Soviet empire.  Another factor affecting area studies scholarship was the emergence of global and transnational studies.
The End of the Cold War and the Emergence of Global and International Studies 
There seems to be the definitional imprecision of international studies.  Some scholars such as Robert A. McCaughey define “international studies” as the serious inquiry by Americans into non-American world, which includes the following components: Eastern Europe and Russia; South Asia; the Middle East (including North Africa); Africa; Latin America; and “Other.”​[39]​  According to McCaughey, area studies are part of international studies to the extent they seek to acquire knowledge about one of these areas as “an end in itself.”​[40]​  International studies can also serve a more comparative, or multi-area purpose as the framework for demographic studies or international relations.​[41]​  Neil L. Waters in his Beyond the Area Studies Wars argues for a broader definition of international studies that is not limited to international relations, which is a subdivision of political science and explores formal relations between nation-states.​[42]​  He defines international studies as programs of scholarly inquiry that “deliberately incorporate trans-regional and even global phenomena and theories into what would otherwise be area studies programs.”​[43]​  Although Waters does not use the term global studies, his definition of international studies describes the very nature of global studies (as promoted at various college campuses) that study phenomena that have trans-regional and global effects and resist geographical limitations and entail the connections and comparisons between regional entities.		Some believe that one of the most serious shortcomings of area studies in the age of globalization is their inability to tackle the ongoing congruence of various economic, political, and even social systems.​[44]​  In other words, are area studies still relevant and up to the task of describing and analyzing our global environment if their focus seem to be on “the residual and presumably diminishing specificities or unique dynamics of particular localities?”​[45]​  Is the world that they have been describing for decades rapidly fading away?  					There is no doubt that the end of the Cold War has called into question Cold War geographical and political boundaries and the European Union expansion of has changed the changed the concept of Eastern Europe.  Yet at the very moment when Cold War borders are disappearing, many Central and Eastern European “small nations” have expressed a great need for their own ethnic and distinct regional identity.​[46]​  The world seems to be in the grip of centripetal forces of global integration and centrifugal forces of ethnical fragmentation.​[47]​  	Finally, there are new powerful players on the “post-American” world stage, which Fareed Zakaria characterized as “the rise of the rest.”​[48]​  These new developments present challenges for both area and global (international) studies.  The increasingly global economic, political, and social environment makes the need for more culturally and historically contextualized knowledge of particular nations and regional entities even more essential to understand the complex interaction of global and local economic, political, and cultural forces.		There is no real knowledge of the connections between regional entities without knowledge of particular places and that is why are studies still have the future.
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